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1 : One of 52 theoretical papers o £chool crime and its ~
relatlon to poverty, this chapter focuses sclely on changes in

;ﬁstudent crimes in the périod from 1950 to 1975. A number of

. oObservations -are made about student violence. Pirst, assaults against

: _teachers have increased sharply in the past 25 years in absolute .

i.nUibets, but not’ in the percent of teachers assaulted. Further, . : g

| ®agsault" is so loosely-defined that no clear picture of changes in ' :

* the intensity of.assaults can be developed: Second, fires in schools T

: represent-tne single.most costly act students can perpetrate costs ) .

“a from fires are increasipg ‘more rapidly than the value of all school ; Ay

property. Third, vandalfisa probably increased in this countty up to i

> the early 1970s, and has declined since that time in both cost and .

‘frequency, but may have increased in intensity. Fourth, estimates of

{ the costs of crimes occnrring in schools varies videly, depending on

i the group collecting the. infor-ation and .the methodology used for. ‘

: -computing the fiqures. The paper concludes with discussions of .

“ probable future actions of pupils, of local schools, and £ school N

: =ecnri y offices. (Author/MLF) -
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.*This paper is drawn from one chaptef of the book, ) E
. " The- Unruly School: Disorders, Disru tions, arnd Crimes . .o
by Robert .J. Rubel, Lexington, Mass., Lexington Books, Cod
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thorough analysis and discussion of points .-raised here,
readers are referred to that work. ’ .

-

g A dlg

—

¢Research for this study was supported by Visiting
Fellowship Grant number 76-NI-990077 from the Naticnal .
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
. Law Enlorcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department
of Justice. The points of view or opinions stated in -
this document are those of the author.and:dd.not - t - -

necessarily represent the official position of the U.S.
. K3 :

-
PR |
= hsans

AP
L, WAt ey

L'y

-
.

Department’ of Justice. o S . @ e N
t - 1199 - _
W Tt ﬂ._4. —_— - & ’



.- '-'Ags'rRAc'r i J :

-
-

\ > - From 1950 to 1975 the nature and extent of pupil mis-
‘ behaviors .in public secondary schools changed'ln many
ways. To facilitate-discussion of those changes, pupil
misconduct was divided into three broad categories:
nqncriminal disorders, group dlsruptlons, and crimes.
This paper focuses -SQley on -clianges in student crimes.
Crimes in public secondary schools became an issue of .
national concern beginning .in.the late 19605 as the costs
of student vandalism rose and as "groub- disruptions.
occurred on ‘secondary school campuSes. Public’ dttention,
was' directed to student violenze in schools.” In this :
paper ‘a number of observations- are made about~student
violenceé.  First, ,assaults agalnst teachers have in=- .
creased -sharply: in the past 25 years.in absolute numbers; -«
-but not in the percent of teachers assaulted.. Further,
. \ "assault" is so loosely deflned that no clear plcture
- of changes in the intensity o: assaults caf be: developed.
Second, fires in schools represent the single most costly
) act students can pérpetrate; costs from fires afe in-’
%& creasing more rapidly than the value of all school .
property. Third, vandalism probably increased in this -
o country up to the eariy 1970's, and has declined" since
that time in both cost and frequency, but may havé -~
: . increased in lntenslty. Fourth, estimates. of the costs . A
T . of crimes occurring in schools in the United States varies o vl
. widely, depending upofi the group collecting the dinformation Ty
and the methodology uvsed for computing  the.figures. The - Lo
o paper concludes with discussions of probable future actions -
. : of plelS, of local schools, and of school security . cffices..
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c + Introduction . . ‘ .
. S B Sy

The past generation has ,Seen a radical change in

the educational‘ciimate of publlc schools in the United

States, and especially a great. inc¢rease in all kinds of

g

unwanted behavior(ﬁy students. Not only is, there much
more violence than there used-to be, but much of wbat

we now take for granted woitld have been shocking 20 e
g .

years ago. Vot only Ras the frequency 'of violence in~-
creased ‘'sirice the 19505, but the aracter of tha

@ '0

¢ ~_' violence has 1ndergcne drastic changes.” The actioAS'and )

viewpoints of school administrators in dealing With violence

EY
have changed ‘as well, and there is some indication that

/‘ peW

thesn altered viewpoints and actions may have influenced

h) N \/‘11,‘ v .

_.student violence, or may influence‘;t in the future.,

A
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We have all observed or read about 1ncreaszng ) . -

o
LR
o

viclence in the schools. But to prove ‘such inereases, to;
3

collect data that give a guantitative assessment cg these

o

changes, is extremély difficult. the meth wlet] by which

8
4

- incidents of dié(ggtion are” recorded are not uniform,-some

-

~ N
3 T 1w

o aTey

S offenses ‘go unreported, while others are overreoorted, and L

P

reporting procedures involve overlapping categories that C "

.\

Tov 8 .

preclude drawing hard, precise conclusions from the '. B

.

i g a8 gt 2, w10,

available data. It is, difficult even to veriﬁy that school
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Violence has in fact incr%ased* the' available data . : /,

allow at best -an_incomplete kb biopsz_sincewthe_kindslof

Al
?

- data :ecorded in one school may not be recorded in another. N

R

ECYARN

f' o K Despite these difficulties, howé;er, data are :

. . examined here,. and logical findings are offéred ,that, . o A

"\ validate intuitive observations of what is occuring

o in our-schools. : . . -

~
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S _“ .“~ siqnificance and Scogg of this ﬁtudy © ’ e

X Significance T -
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ople who deal witH)students and With the pioblems

,r
. o
£ ¥ o L1k e

of school administration know very well, the climate within

S
échools in nearly evéry community in the United States has

changed swiftly and dramatically in the last few decades. Lo

[N

.+ The attitudes of students toward authority have certainly

changed--indeed, they seem to be changing\all ghe time.' o

The attitudes of “teachers and administrators have changed

-

L too, both because a new generation now fills these posts

~ s ! ™ - 1} Y
SR R N T AT &N peomst

"+ and as.-a response to changing acts and attitudes of students.

. ‘ e
- 3

i, : However certain ane may be that chang®e has.taken’

RN L I

place, it is anything but easy to,study those chaniges in -

2 definitive and quantitive way. We can see that .violence

End the threat of violence by students in public schools




. easy tc%pin down the ways in°which that violence has

grown are we facing hew kinds of violende? Are

*C

incidents cE violence occurring more often? 1Is there
more or -l8ss - unreported violence? Are the schools them~
selves unwittingly either encouraging or diminishing ,
violence through administrative actions? The -answers to
such. questions are obscured by often conflicting or over-
lapping defintions and are severly limited by the different
methods,by which relevant data have been recorded and

’ presented The same difficulties arise when’ one tries to

‘ analyze other crimes committed by':udents that may almost’

destrcy the school's abilitz to teach

Althougn a great deal kas been written about

students, schools, and crimes% there has never been a study.

above survey quality showing how serious student mis~ ’

2

behaviors have changed over time. Aalso, there appears to

be no study show1ng how data on topics related to students
and schools may affect the interpretation of data pertaining

directly .to student crimes. This»paper has been ‘written

in(an effort. to help toafill these gaps: solely by examining

published histcrical and statistical data,

field research.

The significance of this approach is that a researcher

-

. or school administrator, armed primarily with the historical

perspectives provided here and warned about the pOSSlble

©
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without .conducting:
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o weakness in ,statistics that are continuall;xproduced SN
) (as wanned here), can deveLop concluslons about SpelelC
_schpols pr speclfic school dlStrlCtS by. notlng tiends
o
. inm these schools as they\have changed (and continue to e
1 . . L
oo change) aver time. P o o3
o ) : ) - ‘ * - ! }
5 " ' Scope, Definitions, and Limits TR
y ij primary scope, definitions, and limits of this. R
ph study are as.follows: ; T, ‘ ‘?
Lo ’ 1) The period of study is from 1950 to 1975. " /%
2 LP< o L
1 { . ' . .‘ - . . - - “;
‘ . 2) Crime is an act forbidden by public’'law that, - .03
% ’ T if committed, can cause an adult to be_'arrested.l g
/ . 3) Violence. includes acts or threats.of acts, implicit “'zﬂ
. \ . ) . - A N .. ) - ‘;;\n
5 2ol or explicit. S s : . - -
M N ’ i . * % P ’!(;:'";:‘
: . 4) - Although'the primary emphasis assumes an urban : f‘g
: . . - \ -‘ ) H ~ .;
i school system,.the only availablé national data g
? , are aggregated to include .all schools. Where -f%
:" * ! s . - St
¥ s ’ this affects analysis, caveats.have been provided.
f \ 59 The study is not concerned with the analysis' of
v ) Lt - ) . . ¢
v ‘ specific programs to-combat youthfwl misbehaviors, A
§ . . ) . T \ “7/’ k ' T ‘
*
|2 Y . ./ ;" i “.;“ “-. o :"‘ oesarer
5; " 1 ’ -
.. \“\\ Although it is stipulated here that the offense must be -
of the type that could cause the perpetrator to be . !
: . v arrested, it is not required that the perpetrator _
Poe . actually be booked or convicted of that -criminal act .
T before such an act of student mlsbehaVLor is counteéd as . o
S a "cr.me." , . . , oy
;(M; o <7 “‘
)\r‘t)‘ ) ° s ) '
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- . dgy overall student mxsbehavxor changes at - .,‘f

)

-: of the' goVernment suoh as the Departments of Justlce and ¢

. <of Health, . Education, and Welfare. Crimina. acts.in \

¢ . I .

) * althongh some programs may be mentloned

. as examples of reasonable solut:Lons.2 B

L)

6) The stu&y deces not develop theories proposing ’

- - .

to explaln why individual studehts mlsbehave- 1

however, some conclusxons are reached about ' )

B
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. ' Publjic Opinion and Concern Y

.

Background A , AE N

e

_The lﬁsue of cr.me in public secondary schools/ls a '
controversial bne. rhe atmosphere created by students . ' _é
commattzng crlmlnal acts against each ‘other- or"against the )
‘school staff is un olesomé/and is the basis for great ‘o ' ‘o

concern on the part of the publlc, the Congress, and arms :

o . &

\
secondary schools differ‘from noncriminal disorders in\two- o
obvious ways. first,. perpetrators are subject to arrest and ‘f

prosecution, second, the violence Wthh often accompanles

N .
.

such acts can contribute to schoolwxde feellngs of fear for ' . 3

persR‘al safety. Also, unlike the dlsorderly'violations vt \ p

.\ 4_‘
, ’ h
[

2 por extensive work in th: area of colle\tang and’ ’ )
categorizing school programs. almed at preventlng school -
crime and disorder, see Marvin,™ Connally, MceCann, Temkin,

- and Henndng (1975). : ,

. N0 N
U
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. of°8chool rulas, criminal aqt' which‘are'suhjéct to

' -

‘f prosey/tioﬁ”are generally ‘much more. clearly defined in

'the minds of th se involved. A_though.there,may be: 4

’i;:/// . mitigating &ircumstances surrounding an assault which-

| ultimately lead the school administration not to press _4
charges;‘both the assaulting pupi17and‘the‘schoolastagf'

v

know that aggravated assault is a crikinal act, and

o prosecution for it will cause, the youth some degree of
- ’
, trouble and inconvenience.é - , y .
R . ) P . -
¢ N - Understanding school r~rime data requires an under=- ,

§ ; . standing the implications of the formatidn of school
2,.' . I security offices throughout the country in the late 1960s -
? : o and early 1970s. It is entirely possiﬁle that these ofiices‘
' affected the ways data were collected in such % fashion

§ ) “l : as to have alfered -the public impression of the nature and.

extent of the prcblem. ;o

L

N £ g e Tree

One of the primary caveats when dealing with crime
> ‘/—..\
. statistics, such as those gathered by the FBI, is that'

v changes in reporting formats-or reporting oonditions ovér

. s .
. . . . . ,:'s
.
¥ R >
- h 3 .
- i .

- -

- The point to be made here is that, in the case of the
) commission of a criminal act, the administrator ¢of the-
sshool must make a|primaty decision whether or not to -

; . prosecute the offender, ,in cases involving violations
s . of school rules (disorders), however’, school disc:plinary
d responses may be affected to -a much greater extent by
Rl the mood of the school administrat r and by various
: 'socioeconomic and situational var {ables.

l s % \ Y

. . .
v - .
. . -
. ° o ' 9 R -
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time distort the real picture of the incidence of ‘a given"

crime. In the case of school crimes, there arg examples. - T

of just such distortions. From.lSSO to about 1968 no s

a -

b

B
nationally comparable records of aggregate student crimes B
{
were kept by school districts, whereas beginning in about %

1971 and continuing to 197“ extensive nationally comparable -‘%?

. - 3
< .- . <

records were kept. cOmparisons between these periods, .here- Y

fore, are very risky, and simple comparisons of percentages el

of crime increases jas 13 occaSLQnally done in informal T
. R . . . , i
. studies‘on this topic) will produce treTendously skewed ) e

figures. ' . T

Expression of Public Concern

« e Although there has undoubtedly always been.some

crime in schools, it did not bécome prevalent enough to .

> . RO Q ¢ M

represent a threat to’ the educational climate of the school

.

I until the late 19605. Articles appeacing in U.S. News and;“
. World Regort (1968, 1969 1970, 1971, 1973, 1974, 1975 :1976)

expressing concern over student crimes committed in schools .
i ) " are particularly‘notasle. These articles reflected their .
' / N L] Ea) . .

’

time, a period yhen public conqern was shifting from

p L S

: 'disruptions, such.. aa riots and sit-ins, to actual crimes. ®
— ¥ .

( P

- The series of articles of particular 1nteresf for, "the" !

* v

purposes'of this paper begins with 2 September Zq 1368 ~

. 2.. * had ."‘“/ '!k. ' - . b
S o- s “* ) .
td . *
“ - .
. . )
¥ * ’
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* + thé next six years.-

@ ‘. "§ .
article, and ends-—sllghtly outside the study period--

’

with a January, 1976 article. © o . .
In the September 2 1968 article, whlle it was not

. °

. clear that dlacussions of v;o%ence were meant to. lnclude ’

é

secondazy schools, nelther were those schools clearly

exciuded. The November 17, 1969 "artlcle"‘was really

£y -
only, a small blurb, servzng just to notlﬁy the puhlic ~ o

that thé Senate was becoming sensxtlve to problems of crimes .
-y .

in the schools.' ‘Kt thls point, ‘1969, only the vaguest Y

hints 381St3d that v101ence would be a seraous issva for

DNe uanuary 26, 1970 two-column wcrk

~ - v 3

represented the magazine s reaction to the’ release of the “f'g

R

Senate Study comparrng school crlme in 1964 and 1968.

- ~

The
important point about this artlcle was that it was not an

~

independent oneé on school crzme and‘violence by the .

maqazine - that came later. The January 4, 1971 article

really snrveyed vlolence 1n geﬁeral and only brléfly T

*

., touched on high gcpcéms. The Novembér 22, 1971 work, however,

?

directlydealt with violence in' schools. T

. .fof this stud§,‘the Novemberfzz 1971 article was very‘

v*~—important, for it represented a new directlon in U. S, News' ,

R
v coverage of schools with problems of crime and v101ence. ., .

?or the fﬁrst tine,> the staff of the‘magazine had pecome

5
. . .
P¥ . o

ik S ey U7




involved in investiuatire reportiﬁg. It was the first

’article‘of the series that expressed serious alarm over

the extent of school VLolence, however, it treated the ‘
. subject as exclusxvely\a problem of large-city schools,
’ disregarding growing prbblems of ‘school crimes in suburban
oogmunities. This article marked the start of ‘a transition ‘
" between merely" reporting the findings of other research and
seriously treating the prob Lems; of crime and‘miolence in
public schools as worthy of investigative reporting, the °

next article complated that ansition. - S ..

-

On April 10, 1973, a "backgrour {" article appeared
that astute : surveyed the wide \varjety of types of school

security dev. ces and approaches ‘va*lable for‘counteracting

\

schoo1 crime,and vielence. fThe uthor of this artidle .noted,

for example, that the problem Of crime.’%n LOS Angoles was '

’ 1

‘ .
.80 severe that the security budget had grown to 2.75 million

dollars agd thét/the sahool dsstrict had to hire 235 ' (
securitywagents in order to control crimes in the schools.

- »

//AKOn June 24 1974 U s. Nan printed an article presenting
"estimates of the cost of schdol crime nationally. Although ©
‘not. credited to him, these cost ~ estimates wergpthose

developed.by Dukiet \1973).. In’[addition to the' cost data, .

r. -

the artiole outlined the problEm of serious student mig-

. ~1209 - .
rJ -
A ,/12 . ) LY
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4 * . b P . - - v
behaviors on § national tevel. . -
‘rhelprogression of tlgese art_cles is J.nterestz.ng as _
a mirror o£ public coﬂhern Whereas the April 16, 1973,

piace sai , in effect, "This is how schdol security is

\

\qoing to. %and.e the problem," and the June 24, l974, work o

said "OK - here s who security should focus on ~ontrollin§}"

the next published article (April 14, 1975) said, "Hege
i
we gos We re gonna crack down now Yet nine months later -

the January 26, 1976 piece lamented that, althouqh ”officials;

crack down, ...nothing seems to work" (p. 52).
Certainly it would stretch credulity to suégestutbat
- the editors of U.S.' News and World Report intentionally

“"seriaiized in this way,’ hSwever, changes in. perceptions

of problems of school_crime and violence are clearly ¢

-

~

9 A useful supplement to the lndications of trends that
;these articles provided is the "Gallup Polls of Public .
// Attitudes Toward Edugation." These polls began in 1969
and Appeared annually thareafter (Elam, 1973; Gallup; 1974,
1975). Accordlnq to Gallup, in every year butr197l,
"discipline*' was the public's foremost concern. "Discip’:.ne,

however, had been an elusive term, and the polls seemed

to use it generally when referring to pupil masbehaviors.

i 4 B -

e A

. .
. e e
Vs 1 et B

' illustrated by the chan;e;\:E\Ehe\magafige\s\at\ltude.. ‘,‘:;
o Expression of Public Oolnion ' . N
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‘As the publlc S concerns became more Spelelc, the oTTT—

¥

\\A\K:?\;y
polls reflected thit speciflcity. For example, yandal;sm N

M

' N
S, e
wthreveserd s don Sibnr

\ . and apathy appeared in the 1971 survey as. lssues in- X '

/

"dependent of "disclplane. Also, problems of 1ntegratron '
and desegregation-very llkely vzoience-related issues-- -
. Were separated out of the general "dlsclplzne-problems'

category. Indeed, while in 1971 ‘and 1973 ‘three out of the

L]

" top five publzc concerns focused on pupil m:.sbehavzorsJ _ T 3,

not until l974 were there clear lndlcatlons that attltudes

T ahout crimes in schools were shifting. ‘ . e i

.

The saxth poll‘contazned two questions obviously

-

§~ .E reflecting Gallup S quest for clarzflcataon of the kinds ' v A

of/in-school misbetfiviors that upset the public: one

" about gang activity, and one about steallng. The poll ;

P found' that concern about stealing was very evenly dlstrlbuted
arong regions of the U.S. (though it wae slightly higher

in the West).and was easily auticipated in-relation to

community size: the larger the community, the greater . g

the concern over steallng in schools. In regatd to- gangs, ‘

the resultf held féw surprises: cogcern was greater in ‘ ‘ 1_§

- large urban centers than in suburban or rural areas. Not ';

untxl the ﬁ975 poll diq the public clearly separate concern

¢
over "dis %lzne" from concern over "crithe." 1In that poll,

\ -

\
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g o w S
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e
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g percent of the sample consxdered "crime/vandalism/

stealing &0 be ‘among the ”biggest problems Wlth which

the public schools in this country must deal . (Gallup,

1975). R -

51f ' j. ; Although it is not absolutely ceftain why the Gallup
S - P:\ls did.not indicate changes- in pubric attitu s about
pupil.misbehaViors in schools%iore precisely, a eory maya'
be psstulated. -Since changes from discipline issues to ‘

\*fdisruptions to crimes were gfadual, the public having

scant exposure to or 1nterest in the subtleties of these-

shifts, responded in only the most general terms. "Disc';J.le.ne,“"‘?E

frcm the time of the first .poll in 1969 to 1975 took ron- A
. any number of meanings--and did not have the: same precise .

AN

_meaning‘in any,two years. The polls, then, did not render

¢ - specifigmxear-of-change information on shifts in the public's .
attitudes toward student crime in public schools, although
o
e in a general sense they support’ the findings of this paper.

R”

The mostoimportant point of this review of media
coverage of public opinion is that such coverage encouraged.

cl.oser inspection of local school probJems, which in turn

b ) "\ 5.‘ '

contributed to gredter media covérage, which ultinately

.v

Ao
became translated ih even greater public coricern. Although’

it is inappropriate to suggest that Ehe\media overstated or

Y

’ . . "\./1
' v - LT
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. overplayed the problem of crime jin seccndary schools,

Fo~

.Eﬁe reader must recognize that this contam
does strongly affect comparisons of this topic between

the pre-1970 and’pqst-lS?O period\
g

v

)

Close Analzsis of -Crimes %3

Unfortunately, only three crime categoriés offer d

G

These were student assaults -

. a

AnalYSlS ofzthe

”
-
R

L

"x,a-.

themselves to :crutiny.

against teachers, fires, and vandalism.

LN

. cost ‘of school-hased crime to the natn.on \could also be

2

undertaken and is included

-

, ~Teachers. Assaulted

" Although the‘PBI's/Uniform Crime Repocrts
A 7
on the totaITnumber of afﬁaults by .juveniles aged 15-17,

) /there is no- way to determine the victﬁn, location, or

intensity*of the assaults. Indeed, the only" studies -

) }g&»::-.»

resents d=

inating variable,

-

Wbty

’

-

ta

~
specirically focusing on assaulted-teachers have been the .

National Education Association's "Teacher Opinion Polls.

prs

<

The 'Teacher Opinion Polls" question of whether "I
was attacked this year by a student' appeared in 1956 and

in later years, and thus. is particularly relevant to this

7

study.

-

The results are shown in- Table l.

"Tfhe Teachex Opinjon Polls"
Research Division of the Na
Washington, D.C.

are available through the

13
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"‘ABLE I’
meacher Assaults from. 1956 to l975
Percent Total nt
assaulted teacners
1955-56 6 1,181 ;e.’s‘
1971-72 .+ 2.0 . - 2,083 41,3 . we
N [ - .. P
1972=73 2.2 2,103 - - 46,3 .
N . - C . ) :
1973=-74 3.0 2,138 B 64.1
1974-75 2.4 2,165 52,0 L
3 . % Prom National E@ucatlon Assocaatlon~ Researcn bivision, .
¥ \ "Teacher Oplnlon Polls. . - .. S ‘ e T
A b: From U.S. Department of Health, Edugatlon, and Welfare:
’ ) ' National Center for Eaucatlon Statlstlcs. .
5.‘ - 3}\ € Numbers in these columns are in thousands. B T
i N In interesting contrast td the expected flndings, there was ‘
z llttle change;in the percent of teachers assaulted over the
. ’ perlod of 1956 to 1975. Since that the polls were conducted ‘
? f hY deVelopinq a probability sample of the'nation'Svschools - %
; - ., and then selecting ‘One ‘of every 1, 000 teachers, the results ‘ i
: : shown on Tablé I are a fair representatlon of the extent of ~f§
? ¢ pupil assaults ‘of. teachers in the country over time. ) ,?f
% ‘ Although a change from 1.6 percent assaults in l956 to _ - (~}§
~ 2.4 percent assaults in 19757is a 75 percent lncrease, the .E
. “ . . _é
overall pxcture is better seen aqainst a backdrop clearly . e 3
: = lzigg
.’! "
_’ N j‘ S SO U w.m; o
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showing theope#cent of teachers assaulted in%relation to
100 percent of the teachers. This is shown in Figure L

-

N From these data, and. fromareviewing numerous art"cLes
o1 ‘ O’ N ﬁ‘ s “
on teacher assaults, ‘the foliowing conclusions can be .

13

drawn.- "Assault" was loosely defined and included many g
. “ﬁﬁ -
cases of 'hands-on' in some form or dther.s An unknown R

v .

but,prasumably significant number of assaults against
teachers ‘were committed by outsiders, notably parents wath
some\grievance, or by older puplls ‘who previously attended

the school. Pupils aid not often assault teachers, and’

e
w@l -
2

‘then they did, it was often judged objectively to be the®

u .

.result of some kind of provocationoby the teacher. Junior

high school students (grades 7-9) reported,by f‘ar the . .

greatestwnumber of assaults against teachers.6

- . ‘e -‘ - ° -

. « ot

Assaults in eiementary schools | are different in degree "'~ = i
from assaults in secondary schools. Although that ’ :
"observation is ¢lementary, what is less.obvious is. that =~ | i
greater numbers of less- serious (thands-on") assaults
gat counted .in the lower grades than in secondary schools.
This distifction is relevant here, sincegthe Polls

were sent to a sample of all teachers.

. This last conclusion is an area ripe for research Only
orie. study of assaults was found. . This study. was prepared 2
by the security office of a very large 'school district’ - :
’ and.isxconfidential. The data, however, show that, for °
grades K-12, fully 50 percent. of the assaults were by S
pupils.in grades 7, 8, 2ad 9. For grades 7-12, the S
"number rose to about 70 percent.. In the ‘author 's- Ll
estimation, both the .sample size and thé time period of ‘
study were adequate to ensure statistical reliability
and\Vélidity of the findings. Generalizability is unknown.

5
.

[N
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;wi_g" .R“ag"datg&naéiqnal‘in scope and fogused on schools P d

‘.“ N . ‘, ' N . R . }
*ﬁ;y§§9n§v‘i%ible only through the Natibnal Fire Protection ./ o

@éﬁbéiﬁﬁigg'(NFxﬁ)iingBostdp. Th#tlﬁsédéiapion qé@&iq fgi
: ‘_qiﬁiéééi égéiﬁ;te§ sho#ingtthe’réiapiGe éréé; gmquiiﬁﬁ{
oot’:.':l.re ‘fgssés from each of a. number of causes; and An-
- 'éiéégé@?u}eif-tb-yeixzéféﬁagjk_While‘thes:\dat%/wéﬁg,;_ ;’w
. {‘rfgggéﬂﬁﬁi; apé&px;mations'baséd on eibgrienéeg)ih t?g%@ii
'fzétééiiy'éhe:9§s?ciation éautiéged Eh;t,sppcif%c;f%gﬁgééf‘

-_gpqdid.not.bgggakén§§s~exact récords of‘éqcurregce; in
" - . ; et

.7 "/ any category. :Figur@a, as we use them, serve only to

R SRR . A S€ 5 ik

gé\‘ .. indicate gross tren¢s,7 T "%m‘_qk : -

. * ~ Y o .o .

éi A great deal can be learned from data pfoviﬁpd by - .

a0 ' . ' . 8

: , ‘the Association. First, the annual costs of school fires,

vl climbed 525 percent over the pefiﬁd of thfé'stuHY1 in terms

[ . X ~ . i - .

%f e % The above caveat, and permissicn to use these:aata; )

L .were given in a letter dated April 29, 1976, from John -

P " "Ottoson, Director ogathe Fire Analysis Department of .the

i National Fire Protection Association. Data presented -

b ‘either in the text/or in the charts which came from the

Lo ‘ NFPA may -not be reused without - correct citation and

DI a letter of authbrization from them.  The NFPA has been

b particularly helpful and cooperative in providing counsel

o . and informatign, and- the author thanks them for that.

G ‘ ./ ‘ : ‘ o

® until 1965 "School fires" included fires in postsecondary

iy 1n$titgﬁioq;~as well as in schools offering grades R-12.

] This deempyasizes current high'costs of fires which are

£ : limited to elementary and secondary schools. Base figures

i up &0 1965'really should be lower when compared with data-

N : ‘after that date. This limiting of the defined category,
.also prévides insight ihto the period (mid-1960s) whendp .

: ) public/ school ‘fires became enough.of an.issue’ in their’ .

- = own right to warrant separate counting. ‘




'; A afl school pProperty has increased 240 .percent (18.3:
= ~\\\_Jrllion dollars in 1950 to 63 3 brlllon dollars f§;1373)

"
Pt
-

- " . v -

~

oé\acﬁual recorded costs (from 17 mrllron dollars in 1950

"to }06 .2 million dollars in 1974) Using Consumer Price

Index adjustnents, however, the rncrease in terms’ of 1967- ; #

" millrcn dollars in 1950 to 65 9 mrl%;on dolla.s in: 1974)
'Consxderatron must also bejgiyen o the*féct that the value
- of all.%chool property alsoerncreased in thrs perrod°
The actual dollar increase -ia property value. ﬁrom 13.4..
o brll;on dollars to' 102. 5.hillron decllars was 662 peroent, 1

\.z'

ln terms of 19F7~constant dollars, howevér, the 'alue of -

‘The conclusxogj\then, is that the adjusted value. of
;schools over time increased more rapidly than did the
‘adjusted value of,costs of fires over tﬁé“same period;“
.(See Frgure 2 for a graphrc display of this last phenomenon )
) \\The gross increase of 859jpercent in numbers of frres re~

ported between, 1950 and 1975 was essentially ten times

2 vy Sl v e

‘greater than the 86 percent incredse in the average darly

T
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. PIGURE 2° ~

1 S Percentage increases in school values," KRS
I R student a{:tendance, and school fires..

- S . . . . -
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. \ . )
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! 0 / - ’ - ; . g o . ‘ﬁ "
' /11950 ~ 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 ) i

a . :

. ) .Derived by applying the Consumer Price Index (CPI)- - o

!Vjto‘school 6&lue\data provided from HEW's National :

Center for Education Statistics (NCES) . K ¥ .

B ’ Derived: by appring CPI to the costsﬁof school fires _ o

. g, . ot
i . . provided by the NFEA. o “ .‘ 33
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Data fzom HEW's National Center for Edjcation Statistics.
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pericd Thus it cannct be sug sted that increases in

"“fires ccrrelatedhyith increa?es in'pupils,.and it must

/

dertaking a greatei ‘ o
.-'ﬁ .. Sin sitz of activlty. Fiqure 2. onfirms this. .. o

be concluded that students were

;:”‘i o, categcries- first, fires resultin from faulty wiring.-

: S misued equipment, ete.; econxik_;lzes (termed "incendiary"
Y by NFPA) resulting from willful or a cidental human acts.

“+ ' The shift over time away frcm electrical firgs and tcward

incendiary fires further suggested: in reased student in- © 7 '

\

’\wolvement over time in the crigin of the blazes (i.e., oy
g p'er/t of g

school fires ex.luSively of incendiary rigin and elsc

Strom, 1974) Figure 3 shows the dhan"

displays tng ccncurrent decrease in the numbers of the

Ly

N . nation' svschcols.% _ . S H
- ‘ - S L Voo ‘ '

A
9 One caveat goes with data relatina to detreases in the

' number of the nation's schools. "Schccls were éngtities 5
- . - made up of one or more buildings: HEW's thional -Center ° . %
_ - ' for Education Statistics only :etrieved infcrmatior \ b
: Ce . Felating to the number of such instituticn It was not-,
: : possible, then, to determine whether: the grcsh humbers

S . of the nation's, schdolbuildings *' -3 changed. That . M
U _ information would have been helpful in refining con- _~ . :
‘ clusions made about increases’ in. the number|, of fires . .

) in, relaticn tc decreases in the numbe¥ of "?chcols. e :
8 ’ N
¥ . ..
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; It is- possible tp cdnclude from these data that,
unlike scme’ other types of school crimes, arson seems to

have ipcreased’in Absolute aumbers .and absolute do%%ar

e

account for the s;ngle/greatest éercentage of the OVerﬂil

w -

. Yy - ¢

address crime costs later in: this work. , ‘

" -~
P 4 N .

- . . 23 N7
Vandalism o - 3 . . o

PR

A Vandalism vas the most common school offense. and,

l? ThevPBI" nni.ornLcrine :
" Reports defines vandalism as -the "willful or malig%ous <

" after. fires, the most costly.

Y

destruction, injury, disfigurement, or defacement of '
property without consent of the owner or“person having <
custody 9 control” , (G.s. Department of Jastice, l97l, 'Y

fa. 58), and data on School vandalism,;local or national,
Fr
has seldom been So. clearly definedIo It has been uncl°ar,
:: . \ R ' . . B
- - /*., _ '

-

. 0 — I vj b
‘lo The prevalence of vandalism was due, in part, to the «

vagueness of ‘the word itself. Broken windows 'at a-
school were often,considered- "vandaliam," even if the
offender -gained cntry through them and stole property,’
Technically, once a building is entered, the authorities
should have - lodged a complaint of .breaking - -and=
entering or of burglarly, ratheZ than one of. wandalism.

\« If the security Féport read "vandalism," however,-

. ensuing’cost data relating sbo that offense would likely
be listed as "damage resulting  from- vandalism, " ‘rather

\ + than ”damage associated wzth.burglary

’ “

amounts throughout the p2riod. of this study. Further, fires

.crime,costs, as will be .seen ev_n more -learly 'hen we. e

i

.
4




. - .

r2

'for ezample,'whether acts of vandalism recbrded by ’ S i

individual schools, school distrl«ts. or formal researcn ,.‘

studies feprasented wzllful or accidegtal vandalism - S e

;o .(Ducay- 1978f\”.ﬂn many cases, things were mexely broken

» .'.

Crore:, 1970, p.- 263), but ns merely broken" category

R by
‘g ™ cve. existed for: purpcse« oﬁ'recording crime costs. .
S o
Y Purthermora, there wis nationwide~-and .Sometises even *
)M we :J
schoolwide-lack of agreerment as to“phose acts included in . .-

L]

b‘.'ﬁg_ ~the category of 'vandaiism. Additionally, therh is reason
cpy to suspcct that school adrlnixtra .oy -

had tu some extent

‘-~ not heen Wholly candid about thc nature and’ extent of their

« ¢+ vandalism losses, ‘for, as in the case of ‘many crimes, S ¥
- : -

.

exposure might have led to censure by district sfficials or ° °

by the public.(Dukiet, 1973). R R
—\ .

Before discussing national costs of crime and vandalism,

some very general indications of changes in the nature and

o

iw  sextenmt of such problems should be shown. The ‘sarlisst

. indicaticn of thywide school vandalism probiems that was ¢

*

uncove:ed in the course of chis research came

lﬁfm Boston C
‘- <! in 1952. As a result of a school’ crime wave in Boston o

in 1952, ‘the following year saw a united campaigu to reduce

R
vandalism.in schOcls mounted pj school officials. As a T :

" Fesult:, the cases\of breaking and entering public schools

and the result& vandalism was reduc%d from 78 cases :Ln , /
. . . . . . : = ¢

g




¢ 1952 to 22 ﬂases in 19R3" (U. S. Senate, 1957) As a

‘more current’ indication of the extent of the problem;

o ¥

the cost of vandal ln Boston was reported to have
.reached 5535 006 by 1967 (Olson & Carpenter, 197l, p 4).
By calendar year 1975, Mz, Anthony L. Galeota, Chief L
- Struckural Engineer, Department of Planning and Engxneering, ;‘
\.Boston Publlc Schools, placed the dollar loss due to .
~ vandalism, arson, and theft at about 1 million dollars

($620,000 constant-1967). . oo
7 Los Angeles, for another example, wheré malicious

mischief had been a separate category since the, early 19503,
' offense counts went from 335 'in 1952 down to 100 in the )
1358 school year~and up to l,275,in the 1973 school year.'
Also in Los Anoeles, the conhined vandalisn-and-theft
property loss climbed 2,829 percent from $38,431 in the
aoademlc year of 1950 to $l,ll2,f§4 in the “1974 academic .
year (Green, 1976).°

While the Boston--and Los Angeles examples just cited-
addressed overall questions of the extent of change- in the
frequency and cost of school vandalism‘over‘tﬁme, dnother
example addresses the often overloocked issue‘of ohangeif
.in the nature of acts reported as ”vandalism. In Mesa,

Arizona, as the loss due to vandalism rose from $. :8 per




LY -

pupil in the l972 academic year to $1.29 per pupil

- in the 1973 academic year, thefco t of window

\

replacement and repair became prohibitive. ~The school

systen at that poeint turned first to bulletproof poly- L
~arbon repiacement; for theé. glass, but the youths soon A

realized they ‘could burn such windows with cigarettes, N

RN A U SIS A N v,
T R I A A R SRR O Lol Y 14 1R S O AT B AT T U A RALE

-
-

-~

3 e

" N
4% o 2h xSE T A o,

ignite them entirely with lighter fluid, or scratch words'.
in them- w;th sharp objects. Mesa, Arizona s experimental
alternative to the polycarbons, as reported by heill

(1975, p. 34), was sheet aluminum. ‘As mentioned prevzously,

such dramatic actions as Mesa's covering school ‘windows is
an indication of increased intensity of student‘actions
‘o,against schools. It should be noted, parenthetically,
tnat Mesa, Arizona, is a suburban school district where,
according to the literature of the early 1970s, vandalism

problems were less severe than in urban-core schools. -

. National Figures on the Costs of School Crimes
‘Pew groups in the. last.decade have daveloped estimates
of the costs of school crime on a Hational basis. This is

surprising, in light of the extraordinary press coverage o

_ usually accorded these’ figures when they are released. It
has been possible, therefore, to trace all references of
cost¢estimates to the very few sources which originally

developed them. Most are included here.

c= 1225 -
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‘In 1969, the U.Ss. Office of Education estimated that

’

vandalism accounted for about 100 million dollars in
“losses nationally. .(In this case, as in 2 number of the - f}

following references, "vandalism" included arson and

theft.}

In'1970 the National Education Association raised
.the estimate of national losses to 200 million dollars,

~i—and the National School Public Relations Association used

-

these figures in their first report. on’ this subject in 1971
(Wells, 1971). - - )

-

-

-

', Two other.oroups making estimates of ‘the national ‘
costs of crime and Violence were the National Association ,

of School Security Directors (NASSD) % and. the publication,

_§g§ggl Product News, edited by David Slaybauch. The i
'NASSD survey encompassed gll_costs of crime in 'schools, but
wvas unabletto control for intradistrict‘reporting‘variations :
or for incomplete or nonr;turned surveys. 'Further, the .15
NASSD cost estimate of 594 million dollars develdoed that
extrapolation based on a relatively small response rate .
from securiiy directors who themselves represented only

a portion of the nation's school districts. The Slaybaugh ‘
survey—-conducted annually since 1970-- had a different

prohlem. Although a much more scientifically conducted

T . . . 2 Ao




3

study, and although darefully designed and well analyzed,.

~‘d£s annual respdhsp rate'xaqgeqobﬁtweenionly 15 and'17 -
percent, making the conclusions difficult to, support.: The

- bottom line, however, was that in the same year NaSsD -’

 estimated éiimechsﬁs at 594 million dgila;s, Schéol.

' Pﬁoézai News Projected national costs, of Jandaiigm,'hrsonzwiv
= - 4

. dnd theft at 100.4 millIBh\ggllars-(See SIaybgugh,;1975).l ‘
®y A : - ”\\:‘ N ot i
Thé figure developed from the $cheol Product News calculations

N ' L R

-tends to confirm the 1973 findings by éhe‘Edpcétion#i i '
Reséarch éérvice, Inc., that the national costs weée about o -
az.zfmillion'aolxars.lz - : o o (

x
[l

. .

A
1 This extrapolation is made possible by combining
.~ Information provided from HEW's National Center for
Education Statistics (that in the' Fall of 1974 there
were 17894 school districts in the country with
-enrollments of 5,000 or more pupils) and Slaybaugh's
finding. that.the average cost of crime per school-
district of that size~was~$53iggq;- v
The Consumer. Price Index value di:feré;;;‘EEEWeen\l973
and 1374 is 0.09885. - To compare the two study.figures
on national cogsts of crime, multiply 100.4 times >
0.09885 and tract the results from 100.4. The
- resulting number--90.S5--~is seen closely to approximate
the 82.2 estimate by Educationdl Research Service,
~Inc. as to the 1973 costs of crime.  The difference
between 82.2 and 90.5 can be readily attributed to
absolute changes in. the costs of Crime’ from 1973 to
1974, or to small differences in the .sample selection:.' .
(The analytical caveat here. is-that the 1973 study
was’ for: all School ' districts enrolling ovex 300 pupils,
whereas the 1974 study was for all school districts
having more than 5,000 pupils. There is no prima
facie reason not to compare these' figures, for close
analysis..of crime costs indicates that, while larger
districts had much more vandalism, smaller districts
‘had higher fire loss-:pdssibly .due to ‘slower rural . -

response ‘time by fire companies~-and so the sample .«

" population variable may Cancel. out. _
- 1227 -
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", : the _NASSD surveys were completed by the Office of, School N

. distodial or insurance divisions. : K\
. Summary, Conclusions, and Extrapélations =~
‘ ' Summary : e \*

]
[
i
i
1

< is’unc ear why the°NBSSD figures of an estimated

594 million dollars per year were so much higher than* .

“er

those of othér studies, hQWever, the author of this paper

.

. speculates that discrepancies may have been due to Lhe

- . possibility that different divisxons of school district

officesrfilled out the different questionnaires. Whereas

's-o

| —

. _ Security, other suxveys may have been sent therefggjto

. £33

This paper has addressed two bkroad questions- Yirst,

- to ghat extent could changes in tne reporting;of crﬁmes

. that occurred as offices of school security were formed
§

° throughout\the country be linked to chianges. in thsrxeﬁlic s ii?
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attitudes about crimes in schools, second, what trends dbout -

“

. the nature and extent of crimmes in secondary schoels could

.

be developed from the available data?

; In response»to the first question, there is a significant‘u
liklihood that changes in reporting procedures did, in

fact, give a vastly distorted impression of the problem,

.
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15:‘;195Qf rather ‘:, 'ih the’1970sJ' In response to the

. %E\“ .

iR, 8

‘3ﬁec’nd question, the findings Were as followk- with

7"wwrespectyto assaults against teachers, errors in. data

A interpretation, combined with drasticallx'increesing

S

i ;T'numhers cf assaults (while rates of assault held constant),

h " gave t'.he public an impression of an increased tntensity

' thatchnnot be substantiated by data. with respectfto

C vandalism, burglary, larceny, and arson, however,, the;e
is’ every reason to believe that the absolute rates of

; incidents haVe increased, although, as. noted, just wnen‘

4{:' they increased is»subject “to question.

LY

4_ cLIn relction to vandalism, theft ~and buiglary, dt ’
was noted that. thesn offenses began ﬁncreasing in +he )
same period guring which°value of all school prOperty also

P increased, and during which‘more and more pupils were in
fewer and fewer schools.w it was also found that dollar
loss ‘caused hy fires were indeed increasing*more rapidly
than was the aggregate value of school property, and that

fires were often the single most costly loss suffered 7y
school or a school district.- ' .

{ .
_Conclnsions o s

’,

The overall conclusion reacheduby the author is- that
the hard proof of changes in incidence of specific crimes
o that this paper -has provided is qpt necessary to make a
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determination that the nature_ and extent~of sghocl

“: crimes have changed over time.’ It is clear. th;t?in the

1950: cities had virtually no need for school security

e offices, while théy did need such offices by 1975. It is

‘cleer thet damage done'to schools by vandalism was. not

‘,.é' . great encugh in 1950 to receive the national attention it

.‘a'

‘received in 1975. It is clear~that in 1950, teachers '9.“‘“

\

L and ‘pupils did Jot fear their schools .as they céten didwin )

-

P l975. That the data are imperfect in. no way inhibits us.

: £rom cOncluding that the kinds, frequency, intensity,

5;{; - and costs of schoql crimes increased out ‘of’ proportion‘ °
? . “to increases in the pupil population in this period, and
gf‘ g that the fear of crime~~partlculariy in the netion s nrban -
é ' ‘ | gchools~-often was of such ‘a magnit ude as virtually to.

: .

‘ ¢

»

7, \ prevent learning‘frcm taking place.
3 " In addition to this general tone-setting conclusion,
5—. . ’ four important“specific ccnclusions have been reached 13 "
a :. First, as suspensions without dde process and other
potential violations of pupil rights grew more and more
Fp. 2 . extensive in the late 19603, pupils increasingly responded
;f ' by suing the schools for violating their Constitutional

' rightg. By the early 19703, schools reacted by complying
- ' with the«legal rulingg and also by developing new due

process procedures to safeguard against further court
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The logic behind some.of these points is too lengthy ' .

Y : to present here. The reader is again referred to' the i

basic work from which’ this paper has been taken.
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aétion. An outgrowth of this process, however, was
—

“that administrations became increasingly cautious about

ﬂﬁf was*suspended and about what offenses warrauted
suspension. Increasingly disruptive behavior became
S toleraced in schools,  since suspension mechanisms were

‘ now under the watchful eye of the courts. This syndrome '
3‘7\\\\ne very likely lead to increased fear of crime in schools,
3 as this cycle crests. The crest should be noticeable in
the actions of courts, the author predicts that they * "ilij
begin modifging their rulings in favor of increased: school
administration of’ Eiscipline with .less attention. on -

- procedural due process.

Second, as threats of pupil disruptions and riots \

swept down from ¢olleges -to secondary schools in the iaten

. 19603, school districts--especially in large urban areag~-
established school security offices to help cope with these

disturbances and with increasing instances of student crime

o
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’_These5o£fic5s of schcol security, which represented
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\:bureaucratic responses to behavioral problemsh were

‘=notably more successful in controlling property crime
-than’ personaI crime.14 One majox reason for secgrity .

L offices' success in controlling propertyrcrime.rs that,.

as school personnel came to view pupil activity as:.,,

:%a" _ _ becoming increasingly criminal, especially in the areas

e e T
AR
o

il . . of vandalism. arson, and burglary, security offioes

N . | T
_K . responded by developing intrusion-detection systems with
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central cf‘ice monitors designed to reauce the incidence

v _‘" of such offenses. As acts of pronerty crime were reducéd,

' personal crime became more noticeable, and issues of student

- L\\ . and staff fear of crime took on a new dimension. Tth, by .-

" the 6.  of the “studied period, the fear of’ crime and’ violence A
\\ was the leading issue in urban schools.

;- ' ) S Third,'as the value of all school property increased,_i
i 1 " as the number and percent of enrolled pupils attending \

§j~ . schools increased, and as the value of the dollar de-
e creased, bot) the numbers and the costs of vandalis;,;arson, _
£ ’ and burglary increased. It is not surprising, then, that ‘ ?

* . 4 . i

]

The inability of school security offices to solve basic .
behavioral problems of youths iy a pragmatic 1ssta. The ° ;
mandate of most security offices is to co. trol behavior = *
‘£ . deemed either unacceptable or illegal, whereas such - 4
. . ‘behavior on ‘the part of pupils may well be a visibie :
manifestation' of broader xocial or sducational ilis.
e ‘ . The difference, then, between attacking the cause -
: _(note: Continued on next page) ,




’.“;aswéroﬁerty values and exposure to - risk increased,
. ‘~*'schools reported more frequent damage at greater apparent
total cost.’ .

Eourth, decisxons made without pupil involvement

invited counteractions bz the pupirgkji e’ importance qa.;gw

seeking student input zannot be ov eremphaaized. Unless and
. Y
) until school personnel involve students, through whatever

sneansssuit the situation, in the development of hctions .:*kg

purportedly geared to Ldlping pupils, it is har’,te see— f”::;?
S
how solutions .can be found. It is only the ‘stop-gap .

-

meaaures that do not require communication between students
and staff, Examples of suck stop-gap measures addressed K ‘.f%
primarily to s ymgtoms rather than causes were seen in the -
estabilshment of school security offices in'the late 1960s

in response o student riots and disorders. ' .
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Extrapvolations -

Prob#gle Future Student Actions. In urban areas, .

éang activity--and the accompanying fear of such activity~-

- ‘ -
v s
o b7 e td Lot ey o,

ATy e

-

.is likely further complicate the educational machinery. %
Mditionally, as ity offices contirue to recuce- . ‘ .

" ' . ’ ‘ ~

.14 of the problem and attacking the manifestation of. Y
the problem will forever be reflected in the inability )

of the school security office actually “to solVe be- i

.

- S havioral problems of students. \ .o
. / C/ ‘ ) ; ! N ) o ‘l . kL
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in such a way as to give the agoearance of a shift in

,\’
.

7 the. nature,of criminal acts in.which pupils are engaged._
This phencrienon will ‘become highlz-publicizee,rbut 1. \ -
- ’ solhtions will not be forthcominq because, amsng othe:r \
rcasons, security planners will overlook the changing \
. ratios due to successful property crime prevention and l
will ascribe the.altered condition to changes in absolute\
incidence of offenses: In subvtban areas, the increised
] .cost of replacement and repair of vandalized schr‘ls'will
o focus attention (n that topic. More and more office; £

school security will be formed to cope with 'the new.

)

: suburban student vandal." Security services will, however,e'”;
i L

be able to reduce absoclute levels of property crimes} so

(4

the issue of whether or not there really was a- problem

-
~3,
b 5

b e

in the £irst place will become moot.'

.
7

. Probable Future Actions'Taken Bx,Local Schoolsav Tﬁe

long trend in the erosion of ig:doco parentis powers of

schools will have lasting impact on.teachers and pupils.

Because ofﬁauch erosion, teachers,'i? an attempt to maintain S

control -of classes, are likely ;lightly. and possibly Ty

£

subconsriously, to misuse grades. Instead of using ‘ E

superior grades to reward academic performancé)alone,, : ~§

- 5
. . 3
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teechers vill tend ko give grades for a mixture of

educational achievement and good behavior.’ rhe pupil'

\

~

anger and tension will ¢ien increase, challenges to the -

s X754
bl
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1egitimpcy of schools will incresse, and so the functional
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‘

..
AT
(o2 it

4Lility of scheols. will decreAse.' And the publid- - f g,

, recalling wasted rax dollars, wasted youths, wnsted CA Tt

LA e
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:wsrnings by edudstors, and-rampant school crime-—will
support the students. This syndrome mey well constitute

.
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. ’; cfiginally formea Prlm;rl&y to reduce*%nc.dtnce and costs : S
‘ of acts of crime and violence in schools, school security
;J" ‘agffices will inc~easing1y be used to reduce the fear-of
4 - crime-angfto forma .’ \ison gith pupils in classroom e

. L “.
R ‘settings. Such liaisons may.occur in ‘the form o?‘ciess-~» :

. Yoom instruction((for examp)e, in classes such as "The *
> f ~

. Iaw 2nd Ebu”) or in the form of school programs (for

example, ”Student - Security Advisory Groups”). Also, °;
city and/or, county officisls will probably begin to ask
;i": that certain public buildings and facilities be added to
5 ] the school's security: network. Facilities s Ich as ) ",

libraries and city storage buildings.would robably be
among the zirst of these additions.
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Ultimatelyﬂ'of course, suluuions gelr~have towbe

found to the st:iking Jucredses in pupil misbehavx
Y

) ove: the past quarter-tentury The public cannot, And

zdoubtless wxll not, long OVerlOOk a continuatioa of

‘.

'n*?‘-

the current trends toward gréater lawlessness in the

schools* K~tethnologically - based sdeletx;which Te-
qui:es a, continual supply of increasinqu capabl' ane‘

42

well-educated citizens to continue national growth will

not long be able to sit passively while %%elatively small “?‘
&, B
pe:centage of adolescents brings the entire educational "
- no PR ;\ ) |
P system 'to its knees. . L’ et
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